When characterizing the performance of the s-DBT system a standard configuration of 15 projection images, 14 degree angular span, 100 mAs dose, and a pixel size of 0.14 by 0.14 mm was used. The reported MTF values are for the entire system which encompasses both the projection and reconstruction MTF. Three different analysis techniques were used to assess the quality of the reconstruction images of each configuration. Signal difference to noise ratio (SdNR) was used to assess the in-plane contrast. Artifact spread function (ASF) assessed the out of plane resolution of objects. MTF analysis was used to determine the in-plane spatial resolution. The overall image quality factor, a composition measure of SdNR for mass detection and the z-axis ASF for microcalcification detection, was used to assess the overall performance for each configuration. Figure 2 shows a reconstruction slices of two different phantoms imaged using the s-DBT system. On the left is the reconstruction slice of a CIRS Model 020 BR3D phantom. The circular regions contain simulated masses, fibers, and microcalcifications. On the right is the reconstruction slice of the ACR phantom. The only object not visible is the smallest speck cluster which is 0.16 mm in diameter. The detector pixel size is 0.07 mm but the images are 2x2 binned making the effective pixel size 0.14 mm.
Results:

Figure 2
Figure 3 shows plots of two of the analysis techniques used. The plot on the left shows the value of the MTF for DBT and s-DBT. The value of the MTF at 10% for a continuous rotation DBT system is less than 3 cycles/mm while the value for the s-DBT system is around 4 cycles/mm. On the right is a comparison of the ASF of the largest speck (.54 mm) in the ACR phantom versus total angular span. Each ASF was fitted to two Gaussian functions and the width at 50% was used as the value for the ASF. The 28 degree span had a better ASF (4.2 mm) than the 14 degree span (8.4 mm). Increasing the angular span fills in more information in the projection space resulting in a reconstruction that more closely mimics the actual volume being imaged. Figure 3 
